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I
n a previous Policy Notes,1 it was shown
that poverty incidence is invariably noted
to be higher among those with larger fam-
ily sizes. The logical question to ask in the
face of this piece of evidence is “what are the
reasons for this?” The best way to uncover the
reasons behind this enduring relationship be-
tween family size and poverty is to examine
the mechanisms behind such relationship, three
of which this Notes highlights. These are: (a)
the impact of the number of children on the
labor force participation and incomes of par-
ents, (b) the education of children, and (c)
household savings.
The earlier Policy Notes reviewed the links be-
tween population and poverty and showed re-
lationships at the aggregate level. This particu-
lar Policy Notes looks at the evidence at the
household level and highlights the fact that the
direct relationship between large family size
and poverty is strong and enduring. It also em-
phasizes that not only is the impact of large
family size on family welfare negative but is
also found to be bigger among poorer house-
holds. The important implication for develop-
ment policy is that unless something is done
about large family sizes, continued high pov-
erty incidence and the perpetuation and even
deterioration in income inequality can be ex-
pected.
Family size and poverty incidence,
gap and severity in the last 15 years
Table 1 clearly shows that poverty incidence
worsens as one moves from smaller to bigger
family size households. In addition, the TablePN 2006-06
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enduring because the relationship has hardly
changed in the last 15 years.3
It has been observed that as family size grows,
households are not able to maintain the in-
come, expenditure, and savings per person.
The same is true for human capital expendi-
tures per capita. Table 2 shows that the mean
income per capita, the mean expenditure per
capita, the mean savings per capita, mean ex-
penditure per student, mean expenditure per
sick member, and mean expenditure for health
per capita decline with increasing family size.
These clearly indicate that deterioration in fam-
ily welfare is associated with larger family size.
Family size and the labor force
participation and income of parents
Larger number of children results in the de-
cline in the labor force participation of par-
ents, particularly mothers, as well as in the
decline of their earnings. Table 3 summarizes
multivariate estimates which show that the la-
bor force participation of mothers decline, on
average, especially in the bottom three income
quintile households. This means that more
mothers from the poorest three quintiles were
forced to withdraw from the labor force as they
have additional children. In contrast, more of
their richer counterparts are able to participate
in the labor force. The impact on paid em-
ployment is also bigger than for all types of
work. Interestingly, the average impact on the
labor force participation of fathers is insignifi-
cant, on average, but slightly positive for higher
income households. Thus, while mothers with-
draw from the labor force, fathers are not pick-
ing up the slack.
______________
2 This is measured by the average distance and the square
of this distance, respectively, between the poverty line and
incomes of the poor.
3 The final version of the public use file of the 2003 Family
Income and Expenditures Survey (FIES) has not yet been
released when this Notes was written.
Table 1. Poverty incidence, gap and severity by family size,
1985-2000
Family Size 1985 1988 1991
Incidence
National 44.2 40.2 39.9 35.5 31.8 33.7
1 19.0 12.8 12.7 14.9 9.8 9.8
2 20.0 18.4 21.8 19.0 14.3 15.7
3 26.6 23.2 22.9 20.7 17.8 18.6
4 36.4 31.6 30.1 25.3 23.7 23.8
5 42.9 38.9 38.3 31.8 30.4 31.1
6 48.8 45.9 46.3 40.8 38.2 40.5
7 55.3 54.0 52.3 47.1 45.3 48.7
8 59.8 57.2 59.2 55.3 50.0 54.9
9 or more 59.9 59.0 60.0 56.6 52.6 57.3
Gap
National 14.7 12.8 13.0 11.3 10.0 10.7
1 4.6 3.4 3.1 3.5 2.2 2.2
2 4.9 4.4 5.4 4.7 3.7 3.7
3 7.0 5.8 6.3 5.3 4.4 4.6
4 10.3 8.6 8.4 6.7 6.3 6.3
5 13.1 11.6 11.6 9.3 8.8 8.9
6 16.6 14.5 15.4 12.8 12.1 13.0
7 19.8 18.7 18.7 16.3 15.7 16.7
8 22.2 20.4 22.0 20.3 18.5 20.9
9 or more 23.1 22.4 22.9 21.5 20.2 22.1
Severity
National 6.6 5.5 5.8 5.0 4.3 4.6
1 1.8 1.2 1.2 1.4 0.8 0.7
2 1.8 1.6 2.1 1.7 1.4 1.3
3 2.7 2.1 2.5 2.0 1.6 1.6
4 4.1 3.3 3.4 2.5 2.4 2.4
5 5.6 4.7 4.8 3.8 3.5 3.5
6 7.6 6.2 6.9 5.5 5.2 5.5
7 9.4 8.5 8.7 7.5 7.1 7.6
8 10.7 9.5 10.7 9.8 8.8 10.1
9 or more 11.4 10.8 11.2 10.5 9.9 10.9
Source: Author’s calculation using the National Statistics Office (NSO) Family Income and
Expenditures Survey
also reveals that not only does poverty inci-
dence increase but poverty gap and poverty
severity2 rise as well. This means that not only
does the proportion of poor households rise
with larger family size, the extent of poverty
likewise similarly deteriorates. The data also
show that these relationships are strong and
1994 1997 2000PN 2006-06 Policy Notes
3 In terms of incomes, the av-
erage incomes of mothers
decline while those of the fa-
thers slightly increase. But
what is ominous is that when
one disaggregates the impact
by income class, the impact
of a bigger family size on
mother’s income is negative
for the bottom two quintiles
and positive for the upper
three quintiles. In the case of
fathers, the impact is negative
only in the bottom quintile
and positive for the upper
four quintiles. Thus, what gets
hit the hardest by having ad-
ditional children are the in-
comes of the poorest house-
holds. Richer households
even manage to increase their wage in-
comes with additional children. This re-
gressive impact of additional children
on the parents’ income will clearly con-
tribute to further inequality, thereby
providing an explanation as to why not
only poverty incidence, but also pov-
erty severity, rises with family size as
depicted earlier in Table 1.
Family size and education
of children
Larger number of children also results
in lower investments in the education
of children. Cross-tabulation results
show that while school attendance de-
clines only slightly with larger family
size (Table 4), decline in expenditure
per student clearly accompanies in-
creases in family size as seen in Table
2. Thus, even with a declining number of chil-
dren attending school, the expenditure per stu-
dent is still not maintained with a larger family
size. This clearly means lower average school
Table 2. Mean per capita income, expenditure, saving, education and health
expenditures by family size, 2002
   Mean       Mean    Mean      Mean Mean Health      Mean
Family Size per Capita   per Capita per Capita   Education Expenditure      Health
  Income Expenditures   Savings Expenditure per Injured/ Expenditure
per Student Sick Member   per Capita
1 39,658 33,885 5,773 5,558 2,437 1,700
2 25,712 20,858 4,854 3,135 1,969 922
3 21,342 18,307 3,035 2,243 2,124 802
4 18,429 15,480 2,950 1,787 1,464 438
5 15,227 13,159 2,068 1,558 1,454 336
6 12,787 11,416 1,371 1,090 1,311 299
7 11,147 9,341 1,806 858 940 206
8 9,259 8,168 1,091 1,081 744 166
9 or more 8,935 7,699 1,236 682 756 150
Total 14,280 12,252 2,028 1,369 1,400 466
Source of  basic data: 2002 Annual Poverty Indicators Survey (APIS), National Statistics Office
inputs for the remaining students that families
are able to keep in school. In addition, multi-
variate estimates that control for other factors
affecting schooling decisions confirm the nega-
Table 3. Impact on labor force participation (LFP) and wage income
of mothers and fathers by per capita income quintile as %
of recorded LFP
Labor Force Participation** Wage Income***
Mother Father Mothers Fathers
All Types Paid All Types As % of Absolute As % of Absolute
Income   Value Income    Value
Average -1.68 -2.13 ns -5.0 -1,010 1.1 233
Poorest -2.12 -5.68 ns -12.7   -659 -6.0 -76
Lower middle -2.12* -2.43 0.33 -6.8   -598 5.1 93
Middle -2.12* -1.26 0.60 2.1 360 12.5 394
Upper middle 0.69 2.45 0.43 15.4 6,200 18.7 1,762
Richest 6.68 8.52 1.16 33.3 25,736 35.4 12,538
Average**** 54.51 34.89 90.41   20.2   21.9
ns - not statistically significant
* insignificant, assumed same as base case
** as percentage of recorded LFP
*** deflated (1994=100)
**** % for LFP, (000) for wage income
Source: Orbeta (2005b)PN 2006-06
4
Policy Notes
tive impact of the number of children on their
education. While the enrollment of elemen-
tary school-aged children is not affected, those
for high school and college school-aged chil-
dren decline drastically (Table 5).
Again, what is more disturbing is that the im-
pact is regressive as enrollment of children from
lower income households decline more dras-
tically than those from richer households. Tak-
ing this result together with the fact that school
attendance is already low among larger house-
holds would mean that the disparity in atten-
dance between smaller and larger households
widens some more with additional children.
This would imply not only a perpetuation but
also a worsening of income inequality in the
future as education is known to be positively
associated with income.
Family size and household savings
Larger number of children causes a decline in
household savings. Cross-tabulation results
show that larger family size is associated with
declining savings per capita (Table 2). Multi-
variate estimates that control for other factors
that affect household savings also substantiate
this result, showing that a larger number of
children results in a decline in savings rates
and savings level (Table 6). Again, the impact
of additional children is regressive, with a
negative impact on poorer households bigger
than on richer households. This implies that
additional children expose larger households
more to the risk of income shortfalls and/or
deprive them of the ability to have finance in-
vestment opportunities that come their way.
On both counts, additional children contrib-
ute to declining family welfare. One, due to
the increased vulnerability of larger families
to economic shocks and the other, from de-
priving them of benefiting from opportunities
for earning additional incomes from investment
opportunities that come their way.
Summary and policy implications
It is clear from the results and discussion above
that additional children cause household pov-
erty. Having more children in a family reduces
the wage income of parents. It reduces enroll-
ment of children, particularly in secondary and
tertiary levels, and reduces the expenditure per
child who remain in school. It also reduces
savings of households. In addition and perhaps
more important for development policy, the
negative impact is consistently much bigger
among poorer households, implying that be-
Table 4. Proportion attending school by age group,
2002
Total Age group
Family Size (6-24) 6-12 13-16 17-24
1 35.9 73.4 34.6
2 49.5 95.5 84.3 26.4
3 57.5 96.5 84.4 29.0
4 67.9 95.9 88.0 32.9
5 72.6 95.5 88.3 35.9
6 72.6 94.2 88.5 35.4
7 71.1 93.8 84.2 32.9
8 68.2 92.9 81.5 28.2
9 or more 65.6 91.3 80.4 28.5
Total 69.0 94.1 85.3 32.2
Source of basic data: Annual Poverty Indicators Survey 2002
Table 5. Impact on proportion of enrollment
of children by per capita income
quintile (in percent)
Age Groups
6-24 6-12 13-16 17-24
Average -19.3 ns -25.6 -57.4
Poorest -23.6 ns -29.1 -76.7
Lower middle -15.5 ns -16.0 -41.9
Middle -16.0 ns -16.5 -37.5
Upper middle -16.0 ns -16.5 -28.3
Richest -16.1 ns -17.1 -22.2
Current Attendance 73.7 94.2 86.7 38.6
ns - not statistically significant
Source: Orbeta (2005c)PN 2006-06 Policy Notes
5 sides the continued high poverty incidence,
there will also be a perpetuation or even wors-
ening of income inequality.
What are therefore the implications for policy?
First, a strong population program must accom-
pany any poverty alleviation effort to be suc-
cessful. In the short run, this may be in the form
of providing family planning services for those
who need them. In the long run, this may in-
clude advocacy for smaller family size. Smaller
number of children increases the likelihood that
mothers can take up work, increases the prob-
ability that more school-aged children attend
school, and increases household savings. Since
the impact is shown to be bigger among the
poorer households, smaller number of children
will help prevent further deterioration in in-
equality and the extent of poverty.
Second, there is a limit to what employment
generation programs can do for larger fami-
lies. Children hinder mothers from taking on
employment, particularly, paid employment.
In addition, the study shows that additional
children do not encourage fathers to take on
more work except for those in higher income
households.
Third, there is a need to stop the implied
intergenerational transmission of poverty in-
dicated by the negative impact of the number
of children on school attendance. To arrest this,
education subsidy directed at large families
may be necessary. Considering the likely per-
verse behavioral implication of the subsidies,
this may be awarded only to those who have
completed their family sizes or for those who
effectively promise to stop bearing any more
children, e.g., those who opt for permanent
family planning method.
Fourth, there is a need for better social protec-
tion, particularly for larger families as addi-
tional children reduce savings that protect them
from income shortfalls.
And fifth, targeting poor households also means
targeting large households and vice versa. In
addition, considering that the impact of addi-
tional children is larger among poorer house-
holds, the relative impact on household wel-
fare will be larger from targeting poorer or
larger households. 
Table 6. Impact of additional children on savings rate and levels
Rate Levels
Def 1 Def 2 Def 1 Def 2
Coeff. In % Coeff. In % Coeff. In % Coeff. In %
Average -0.36 -12.96 ns ns -254 -3.28 -309 -2.74
Poorest -2.76 -13.90 -2.79 -18.22 ns ns ns ns
Lower middle 0.87 41.12 0.97 32.42 -594 -433.35 -592 -61.13
Middle 2.91 48.97 3.21 27.50 -1,538 -63.16 -1,445 -32.63
Upper middle 4.82 36.96 5.55 27.24 -3,458 -43.52 -3,044 -25.28
Richest 6.27 27.07 7.68 23.53 -9,114 -23.86 -7,279 -14.46
Means 0.028 0.091 7,742 10,854
ns - not statistically significant
Def 1=Income-Expenditures; Def 2=Def1+Durable Good Exp.+Educ. Exp.+Health Exp.
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